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Abstract
Disadvantaged students (i.e., students characterized by first generation status, low
socio-economic status, or racial minority) in the United States enrolled in college
at higher rates but still faced a significant college graduation gap. Research has
shown that a close, personal relationship with a mentor can increase the social
capital of disadvantaged students in post-secondary education. The Tennessee
Promise Program was a scholarship program for high school students, designed to
remove the financial barriers while also supplying them with an adult mentor to
guide them through the college process. In this qualitative study, the researcher
aimed to investigate the experiences of Tennessee Promise Program mentees and
mentors to uncover their perspectives on the mentoring relationship. Thirteen
mentees and seven mentors completed the cross-sectional questionnaires that
consisted of demographic, closed, and open-ended questions. The findings from
this study revealed that mentees and mentors alike described their relationship as
information-based and issues with connections. These findings revealed a lack of
relationship between mentors and mentees in the Tennessee Promise Mentoring
Program that suggest the Program was not increasing the social capital of the
disadvantaged students in post-secondary education.
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Chapter I: Introduction
According to the United States Department of Labor (2018), a person with
a two-year college degree earned 18% more money per week than a person with
only a high school diploma, and a person with a four-year college degree earned
65% more per week than one with only a high school diploma. According to
Shapiro et al.’s (2017) National Student Clearinghouse Report, the six-year
graduation rate of students enrolled in college across the United States in the fall
2010 cohort was 56.2%. Over half of the students entering college were
graduating and furthering their earning potential; however, within the percentage
hid disparities that directly impacted disadvantaged students. Of the students who
enrolled in both two- and four-year institutions in the United States in the fall of
2010, there was a difference of almost 20 percentage points in the college
graduation rates of Hispanic and African American students, 45.8% and 38%
respectively, with white and Asian students that revealed a disparity in students
graduating from college (Shapiro et al., 2017). Kena et al. (2015) revealed
differences in college graduation rates according to socioeconomic status (SES)
with 14% of students from a low SES graduating with a bachelor’s degree or
higher compared to 29% of middle SES and 60% of high SES students.
The post-secondary inequities existed when examining college access as
Hispanic and black students enrolled in college at lower rates, 11.4% and 11.9%
respectively, well below the 57.8% enrollment rate of white students (Shapiro
et al., 2017). Farmer-Hinton and Holland (2008) and Welton and Martinez (2014)
attributed the low enrollment and graduation rates to longstanding barriers to
college access and retention of disadvantaged students; therefore, the gaps in

college attainment were a two-fold problem to expand college access in high
schools and address college retention and graduation at colleges and universities.
Statement of the Problem
While investigating the causes of the college-going inequities, Strand
(2013) found disadvantaged students lacked support and preparation to find and
use financial resources due to their families’ unfamiliarity of the college process,
creating a lack of social capital. Reddick, Welton, Alsandor, Denyszyn, and Platt
(2011) suggested the definition of social capital is how family, friends, and school
structure affected college enrollment decisions positively or negatively.
According to Reddick et al. (2011), effective counselors, mentors, and
college-bound peers all were types of social capital that helped students access
college. According to MacDonald and Dorr’s (2006) report, high school
educators needed to bridge the gap for college access and preparedness for
disadvantaged students by increasing the caliber of the academic experience.
McDonough’s Nine Critical Principles for Creating a College Going Culture
gave high school administrators guidelines to increase social capital of
disadvantaged students through an intentionally built structure in high school
(MacDonald & Dorr, 2006). The interaction of the nine principles established a
comprehensive college-going culture with access to capital for all students, more
specifically for disadvantaged students’ increasing college access (MacDonald &
Dorr, 2006).
According to McFarland et al.’s (2017) report with the National Center for
Educational Statistics, from 2000 to 2016 Hispanic college enrollment increased
from 22% to 39%, and African American college enrollment increased from 31%
2

to 36%. The gap disparities in overall college enrollment rates has closed
according to the 2016 college enrollment statistics between Caucasian students
(42%), African American students (36%), and Hispanic students (39%)
(McFarland et al., 2017). Even though enrollment rates began to equalize, the
college degree attainment gap continued to persist with white students accounting
for 59% of the associate’s degrees conferred and 67% of the bachelor’s degrees
conferred in America in 2014-2015 (McFarland et al., 2017). The focus has
moved from college access for disadvantaged students to college retention for
disadvantaged students (Feliciano & Ashtiani, 2018). Feliciano and Ashtiani
(2018) found “that all forms of access to social capital are positively associated
with college entry and completion” (p. 449). Feliciano and Ashtiani (2018) also
confirmed low income youth depend more on mobilized social capital through
having a mentoring relationship to succeed in college. The need for mentoring
programs was reinforced through Walpole’s (2003) research in which students
from low SES backgrounds did not accumulate capital in college at the same rate
as students from higher SES backgrounds.
Ecklund (2013) found themes that emerged around lack of access to
mentoring for first generation students as well as their inability to initiate a
mentoring relationship with college or university faculty. To develop students’
ability to access social capital, there has been an increase in federal, state, and
local programs that attempt to remove financial barriers to post-secondary
education for high school graduates (Perna & Leigh, 2018). Tennessee Promise is
a state scholarship and mentoring program aimed at eliminating the financial
barrier while also adding the critical component of a mentor for each student who
3

receives the scholarship (About Tennessee Promise, n.d.). The purpose of this
study was to investigate the personal experiences of Tennessee Promise mentees
concerning the perceptions the mentors made on their college experience and the
personal experiences of Tennessee Promise mentors of their roles in their
mentees’ experiences.
Research Questions
In this study, the researcher examined the perceptions of Tennessee
Promise mentees concerning the impact their mentors made on their college
experience and the perceptions of Tennessee Promise mentors of their roles in
their mentees’ experience. To guide this study, the researcher used the following
research questions.
Research question 1. According to the document analysis of the
Tennessee Promise Program mentor and mentee handbooks, what are the
mentoring relationship expectations for the mentor and mentee?
Research question 2. As determined by responses to the questionnaire,
what are the Tennessee Promise Scholarship mentees’ perceptions of the
relationship of the assigned mentors?
Research question 3. As determined by responses to the questionnaire,
what are the Tennessee Promise Scholarship mentors’ perceptions of the
relationship with the assigned mentees?
Theoretical Framework
The researcher acknowledged the need for a theoretical framework
defined as “an empirical or quasi-empirical theory of social and/or psychological
processes that can be applied to the understanding of phenomena” (Anfara &
4

Mertz, 2015, p. 15). Anfara and Mertz (2015) contended theoretical frameworks
are “lenses that allow us to see the ordinary and familiar in new and different
ways” (p. 15). The researcher based the foundation of this study on “an approach
for understanding the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human
problem” (Creswell, 2014, p. 4). Using this a guide, the researcher maintained for
disadvantaged students to succeed in post-secondary education, mentoring
programs that cultivate a close personal relationship between the mentor and
mentee must be used to increase access to social capital in college. The
researcher contended this close relationship enabled the mentee to acquire social
capital resources through the mentor that they might not have had access to in
high school. As a result, the researcher selected the construct of social capital as
the theoretical framework and designed the research questions, review of
literature, data collection, and data analysis around this construct.
Coleman (1988) claimed social capital is defined by its function, and that
function contributes a particular resource available to an actor. According to
Coleman (1988), social capital comes in a “variety of different entities, with two
elements in common: they all consist of some aspect of social structures, and they
facilitate certain actions of actors within the structure” (p. 98). Lin (2001) defined
social capital as “resources embedded in a social structure that are accessed and/or
mobilized in purposive actions” (p. 29). Individuals and groups have given
meaning to the resources and thus reinforced the reciprocal relationship of a
community and individual actors (Lin, 2001). Lin (2001) also claimed the lack of
valuable resources decreases the standing in the community, resulting in less
opportunities and more structural constraints.
5

The potential for information that exists in social relations proved to be a
valuable form of social capital because information provides a basis for action
(Coleman, 1988). Coleman (1988) also stated social relations and social
structures facilitate some form of capital, and actors established those relations
when proved beneficial. Resources can be ascribed, or given to someone by birth,
or inherited, such as race, gender, religion, and parental resources (Lin, 2001).
Resources can also be acquired, such as education or jobs, and when either
ascribed or acquired resources produce returns, they become social capital (Lin,
2001).
Coleman (1988) stated one of the major effects of social capital is its
creation of human capital in the next generation. Coleman (1988) claimed family
background has a tremendous impact on achievement in school due to the
division into three components that each provide different resources: financial
capital, human capital, and social capital. Coleman (1988) suggested financial
capital is measured by the family’s wealth and physical resources that improve
achievement, and human capital is measured by parents’ education and
intellectual resources through the environment. Social capital within the family
can be seen in the child’s access to the human capital of the parent through the
parent-child relationship (Coleman, 1988). Social capital can also be obtained
outside the family through the community or school-based programs. Bourdieu
(1986) stated, “The volume of social capital possessed by a given agent thus
depends on the size of the network of connections he can effectively mobilize”
(p. 21). In this study, the researcher used the construct of Coleman’s social
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capital theory to determine disadvantaged students’ perceptions of the relationship
of the Tennessee Promise mentoring program on their access to social capital.
Significance of the Project
In reviewing the literature on social capital, the researcher found there to
be current research on how to increase the social capital of high school students to
gain access to college but not a surplus of research on increasing the access to
social capital of college students. Disadvantaged students lack access to social
capital because of their disadvantaged status, which left their high schools as the
only source of social capital. The researcher investigated the Tennessee Promise
Program as it removed the financial barriers for post-secondary students as well as
assigned scholarship participants an adult mentor to guide them through the
college process as a source of social capital. The researcher focused this study on
the personal experiences of Tennessee Promise mentees and mentors as well as
identifying elements these perceived to be barriers to increasing social capital.
Description of the Terms
Disadvantaged student. Yue, Rico, Vang, and Giuffrida (2018) stated,
“A traditionally disadvantaged student is known to identify with any one of four
characteristics: underrepresented minority, first-generation status, Federal Pell
Grant eligible status, and English/mathematics remedial status” (p. 18). For the
purposes of this study, the researcher defined a disadvantaged student as a student
who can be characterized as one or more of the following: first generation college
student, racial minority, and low socioeconomic background as evidenced by Pell
Grant eligibility. The impact of one or more of these social, racial, and economic
factors hindered their educational ability and success.
7

Mentee. For the purposes of this research, the researcher defined mentee
through the Tennessee Promise standards as the following:
Tennessee resident/U.S. citizen/eligible non-citizen/students who graduate
from an eligible high school, homeschool, or earn a GED/HISET (prior to
19th birthday) can receive an award at an eligible postsecondary
institution toward tuition and mandatory fees after all other gift aid has
been first applied. Students must attend mandatory meetings and
participate in a mentoring program. College students must attend
full-time, continue to participate in the mentoring program, and perform 8
hours of community service prior to each term the award is received.
(Eligibility, n.d., para. 3)
Mentor. For the purposes of this research, the researcher defined mentor
through the Tennessee Promise standards as “any individual who wants to invest
10-15 hours annually assisting 5-10 high school seniors with post-secondary
success, must be 21 years old, and subject to a background check” (Mentors, n.d.,
para. 1).
Social capital. Coleman (1988) claimed social capital is defined by its
function, and that function contributes a particular resource available to an actor.
According to Coleman (1988), social capital comes in a “variety of different
entities, with two elements in common: they all consist of some aspect of social
structures, and they facilitate certain actions of actors within the structure” (p. 98).
For this study, the Tennessee Promise Program encouraged the increase of
mentee’s social capital through the mentor’s facilitation of interactions and
mentoring relationship with the mentee.
8

Tennessee Promise Scholarship. For the purposes of this study, the
researcher defined Tennessee Promise Scholarship as:
. . . both a scholarship and mentoring program focused on increasing the
number of students that attend college in the state. It provides students a
last-dollar scholarship, meaning the scholarship will cover the cost of
tuition and mandatory fees not covered by other scholarships or programs.
Students may use the scholarship at any of the state’s 13 community
colleges, 27 colleges of applied technology, or other eligible institutions
offering an associate degree program. A critical component of the
Tennessee Promise is the individual guidance each participant will receive
from a mentor who will assist the student as he or she navigates the
college admission process. (About Tennessee Promise, n.d., para. 1-2)
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
According to Grenfell (2009), the impact of social capital can be seen in
how involved parents are in their child’s school, the ability of teachers to bond
with parents and students, and the level of community involvement in school
success. Fuller (2014) added social capital is important because the relationships
that are fostered are built on shared objectives and encourage trust. Fuller (2014)
argued trust is essential and the increase of social capital cannot exist without the
presence of trust. The lack of social capital has created aforementioned
disparities in the ability to access post-secondary education and in disadvantaged
students’ achievement in college. To eliminate the disparities and growing gap in
college access, researchers encouraged high schools and colleges to intentionally
support students throughout the college-going process through the use of mentor
programs (Haeger & Fresquez, 2016). In this study, the researcher examined the
impact social capital had on post-secondary access for disadvantaged students
through the lens of the Tennessee Promise mentoring program. The researcher
also examined ways to increase social capital to support disadvantaged students’
success in college.
Social Capital
The concept of social capital has been researched to not only determine
the effects it has on individuals but also on organizations. Coleman (1988)
focused more on the organizational benefits of social capital that each contain
some aspect of social structures and the facilitation of certain actions or actors.
Coleman (1988) stated that the relationships that develop social capital can be a
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resource for corporations but can also become a resource for individuals. This
coincided with Bourdieu’s (1986) view of social capital as the following:
. . . the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to
possession of a durable network or more or less institutionalized
relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition which provides each
of its members with the backing of the collectively owned capital. (p. 21)
Even though Bourdieu (1986) focused primarily on the individual’s ability to
accumulate social capital, the networks in which those individuals access social
capital were just as important as the accumulation of social capital. Both
Coleman’s (1988) and Bourdieu’s (1986) social capital theories evaluated the
impact social capital had on an individual’s educational success.
Coleman’s (1988) social capital theory focused on the ability of the group
or organization to accrue social capital, which then became a characteristic of the
community. Rogosic and Baranovic (2016) reinforced the idea that followers of
Coleman’s social capital theory depended upon the social capital available within
the family and community by looking at the quality of the relationship and
structure of both the family and community. The ability to close the network of
relationships within an organization increased the amount of social capital that
could be accessed by all members of that organization (Rogosic & Baranovic,
2016). Coleman (1988) stated that a closed network within an organization
allowed individuals to use the social capital for individual goals or for goals of the
organization as a whole. According to Coleman (1988), social capital was
difficult to measure as it was in the relationships between the people as opposed
to tangibles of physical capital or the skills and knowledge acquired in human
11

capital. This idea meshed with Bourdieu’s (1986) view of social capital;
however, there were differences that separated the two prominent researchers’
views on social capital.
Bourdieu’s (1986) definition of social capital focused on the individual
first as compared to Coleman’s (1988) focus on the net worth of the group or
community’s social capital. Bourdieu (1986) stated that it is up to the individual
to effectively mobilize the capital based on with whom they are connected.
Bourdieu (1986) also argued since social capital is dependent upon the
connections someone possesses, the social capital then becomes a multiplier of all
the connections that are related to that individual. This contrasted with
Coleman’s (1988) view in that Coleman preferred a closed network of
relationships, and Bourdieu alluded to a network providing future connections
that are not considered a given. Bourdieu (1986) also emphasized the fact that
individuals with inherited social capital because of a name have an easier time of
transforming all relationships into usable capital.
Lin (1999) used Coleman’s and Bourdieu’s social capital theories to
synthesize the reasoning, benefits, and criticisms of both views. Lin (1999)
defined social capital as “investment in social relations with expected returns”
(p. 30). This was consistent with Coleman’s and Bourdieu’s definitions as well as
with the definitions of other types of capital with actions leading to profits. Lin
also explained the reasoning behind why embedded resources in social networks
increase the profits of individual actions. Lin (1999) claimed there are four
elements that increased the success of social capital: expanded flow of
information, exerted influence on people who make decisions, increased
12

individuals’ social credentials, and reinforced social identity and recognition.
Social capital was accumulated in the connections and social networks an
individual has, and that capital was passed on to children from their parents
(Bourdieu, 1986). This created disparities in the distribution of social capital
among classes and races, which in turn created disparities in the benefits received
from social capital.
Coleman’s (1988) acknowledged the ability for social capital to increase
social mobility. Horvat, Weininger, and Lareau (2003) confirmed Coleman’s
theory through their study on the impact that parental networks have on children’s
schooling. The researchers investigated the actions of parents when they were
faced with issues within the school (Horvat et al., 2003). The researchers
conducted a quantitative study with third- and fourth-grade students and their
parents. Horvat et al. (2003) used interviews, classroom observations, and out of
school activity observations to examine the parental relationships with a variety of
institutions. Horvat et al. (2003) concluded there are definite differences in the
development of parents’ social networks dependent on economic classes.
Middle-class families’ social ties were contingent on their children’s organized
activities as well as informal relationships with professionals as opposed to
lower-class families’ social ties which were developed more around kinship
relationships (Horvat et al., 2003). No matter the class, parents made connections
with other parents at their children’s organized activities, but children from
lower-class families participated in these activities at a much lower rate. This
connected to Coleman’s theory through network closure as parents created a
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network through informal relationships at organized activities developing social
capital that can be used by members within the group.
Horvat et al. (2003) observed how different classes of families developed
capital and how the accumulated social capital impacted the way in which each
family attacked issues within the school. In situations that forced parents to deal
with inappropriate teacher behaviors, curriculum disputes, and student placement,
the middle-class families responded collectively as opposed to the lower-class
families handling the situation on an individual basis. Horvat et al. (2003)
discovered the amount of social capital was consistent among economic classes
due to the social ties and networks developed through organized children’s
activities. Middle-class families were more able to use their social ties to benefit
their students when dealing with issues related to the school. Horvat et al. (2003)
contended, “It is not the simple fact of network connections that is significant, but
rather the quantity and quality of the resources that are accessed through them”
(p. 347). This implied an on-going phenomenon among the parents’ ability to
access social capital resources dependent upon economic class which continued as
their children get older and enter high school and post-secondary education.
Impact of Lack of Capital on Student Achievement
After determining how social capital was acquired as well as disparities
contained within that, research shifted to how that impacted student achievement.
Coleman (1988) and Bourdieu (1986) confirmed families, schools, and
communities hold social capital that can be utilized by children. Dufur, Parcell,
and Troutman (2013) researched the different impacts of family capital and
school capital on student achievement. The researchers found social capital in
14

both the family and school context has positive effects on academic achievement
(Dufur et al., 2013). This confirmed Coleman’s (1988) research that social ties
and connections transfer capital to other generations. Dufur et al. (2013) assessed
the strength of capital to compare the family capital to school capital. The
researchers found family capital had a stronger effect on academic achievement
than school capital, which indicated a hierarchy of context of social capital
(Durfur et al., 2013); however, schools become the best option to increase the
social capital of secondary and post-secondary students.
Historically, educators at secondary and post-secondary levels have
focused on increasing the academic rigor asked of students, but researchers have
found the social and emotional skills necessary for educational attainment are not
being prioritized by high schools and colleges leading to decreased
post-secondary options. Savitz-Romer, Jager-Hyman, and Coles (2009)
reinforced this idea by pushing for an environment that combines academic and
social supports as opposed to teaching them separately in the classroom.
Savitz-Romer et al. (2009) found increasing academic pressures on students led to
success when teachers combined the rigor with social supports. Reddick et al.
(2011) examined different types of capital and the impact the lack of capital had
on high school students’ ability to access post-secondary education. Cultural,
social, and community capital theories were used to explain the importance of
capital on students’ secondary and post-secondary options (Reddick et al., 2011).
According to Reddick et al.’s (2011) research about high minority, high
poverty (HMHP) high schools, cultural capital alluded to the information about
college passed down from generations typically found in upper-class families with
15

college graduates. The researchers argued the lack of cultural capital impacts
HMHP students’ college choices which ultimately altered their access to college
due to the incorrect or lack of information they received on all colleges (Reddick
et al., 2011). In further research, Welton and Martinez (2014) suggested minority
students enrolled in lower level courses because they lacked knowledge on
requirements needed for advanced or honors courses. Welton and Martinez
(2014) presented findings from two qualitative studies that focused on college
choice process of minority students in South Texas and the opportunity networks
of minority students in Central Texas. The researchers analyzed the data with
culturally responsive lens and acknowledged the cultural resources of minority
students (Welton & Martinez, 2014). Welton and Martinez (2014) found students
in both studies were strongly influenced in high school rigorous course selection,
either positively or negatively, by the teachers and counselors. Because of the
increased impact of teachers and counselors, the disadvantaged students suggested
teachers and counselors should establish relationships built on trust and caring to
effectively guide students through the college process (Welton & Martinez, 2014).
Reddick et al. (2011) suggested social capital describes how family,
friends, and school structure affect college enrollment decisions positively and
negatively; therefore, the amount of social capital available to students can
drastically change due to family structure or the structure of the school the
students attend. Farmer-Hinton and Holland (2008) reinforced this idea by
establishing a statistically significant correlation between school size and social
capital, finding students in smaller schools received more support with college
planning than students in larger schools. This was notable as demographic data
16

showed schools with the smallest size have high minority populations, which
would conflict with previous literature stating minorities did not feel supported in
high school with college planning (Farmer-Hinton & Holland, 2008); however,
this disconnect could be explained by the reporting of minorities’ experiences in
predominately white schools as suggested by Reddick et al.’s (2011) study.
Students observed different levels of teaching and expectations between regular
and honors/Advanced Placement (AP) classes with teachers appearing less
engaged in the regular classes. This divide directly affected the number of social
capital opportunities for minority students, which in turn impacted college
planning decisions.
Limitations on cultural and social capital placed minority and
low-economic students at a disadvantage, but researchers also found community
capital has a positive effect on HMHP students’ college success (Reddick et al.,
2011). HMHP students possess community capital through the sharing of
resources within their neighborhood environments. This capital diminished
because of the lessened impact on student achievement; however, researchers
have emphasized the important role parents play in their child’s education through
establishing early and high academic expectations (Brown, 2011). Because of the
potential impact of not only parents but also the community on student
achievement, researchers who analyze community capital argued community
capital is not less valuable than other forms of capital because it is different
(Reddick et al., 2011). Reddick et al. (2011) found some participants reported
feeling academically supported by their parents, reinforcing the social capital
passed down through the family, while others had to rely more on individual
17

determination to be successful. This conflicting data showed how minority
students could be at a disadvantage because of lack of social and cultural capital,
but the researchers found students reached their goal of college in spite of feeling
like they had little support (Reddick et al., 2011).
Increasing Social Capital of Disadvantaged Students
Horvat et al. (2003) proved a family’s economic class impacted not only
the interaction the parents had with the school but also the amount of social
capital transferred to their children. Low-income students were deficient in
family social capital, which left the school as a place for them to access and
acquire useable social capital (Horvat et al., 2003). Even though Durfur et al.
(2013) suggested family capital has greater impact on academic achievement, the
researchers also proved school capital has a positive effect on academic
achievement. Ashtiani and Feliciano (2018) confirmed the positive effect of
strong teacher bonds and participation in extra-curricular activities being
associated with college entry for low-income youth. This shifted the question
from why does capital matter to how can secondary and post-secondary schools
support disadvantaged students to create a level playing field?
According to MacDonald and Dorr’s (2006) report, high school educators
need to bridge the gap for college access and preparedness for minorities by
increasing the caliber of their academic experiences. The researchers created a
report based heavily on the work of the Creating a College Going Culture
conference. The report laid out guidelines for schools to create a college-going
culture that not only happens in the classroom and counseling offices but also
extends into the homes of the students (MacDonald & Dorr, 2006). MacDonald
18

and Dorr (2006) identified factors that contributed to college readiness: rigorous
high school courses, high teacher expectations, consistent high-quality
counseling, timely provision of admissions and financial aid information, and
parental involvement in the college process. The combination of these factors
helped to create a college-going culture, which is essential to supporting students
to access post-secondary education.
MacDonald and Dorr (2006) suggested high school educators need to
structure their resources and support to ensure all students have access to
post-secondary education. To do this, school administration had to be intentional
and build an effective college-going culture based on McDonough’s Nine Critical
Principles for Creating a College Going Culture (McClafferty, McDonough, &
Nunez, 2002). The following principles were not contained in a vacuum only for
certain students but should be in every classroom, counseling office, and students’
homes so all students can benefit from college access resources:
College Talk: Clear communication about college so students develop a
college going identity.
Clear Expectations: Explicit goals of college preparation must be defined
and communicated consistently and by all stakeholders.
Information and Resources: Students must have access to comprehensive
college information and schools must build college knowledge
infrastructure.
Comprehensive Counseling Model: All counselors are college counselors
and all student interactions with counselors are college advising
opportunities.
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Testing and Curriculum: Students must be informed about necessary tests,
given opportunity to prepare for tests, and fees must be taken into account.
Faculty Involvement: Faculty must be active, informed partners with all
stakeholders and professional development opportunities must be
available.
Family Involvement: Family members must have opportunities to gain
college knowledge and understand their role.
College Partnerships: There should be active links between K-12 schools
and local college that lead to field trips, college fairs, and academic
enrichment programs.
Articulation: Students should have seamless experience from kindergarten
to high school graduation with activities connected at all levels.
(MacDonald & Dorr, 2006, p. 5)
The combination of these principles was consistent with the research of Coleman
(1988) and Bourdieu (1986) in that the principles emphasized the importance of
the transfer of information, family and faculty involvement, and the
comprehensive counseling model. These principles showed high school
administrators how to structure schools to ensure all students are accessing capital
in both the family and school context. The interaction of these principles
established a comprehensive college-going culture with access to capital for all
students, which was notably absent in the discussion of literature on social capital
for disadvantaged students.
High schools were tasked with ensuring students are ready for college and
career through the use of a rigorous curriculum such as Common Core Standards;
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however, Welton and Martinez (2014) found inequalities in the ability to access to
college resources in high school. Welton and Martinez’s (2014) qualitative study
focused on disadvantaged students in Texas and the students’ perceptions of
college access. The researchers examined three different high schools and
interviewed 37 students to get their perceptions on college access offered through
the availability of school counselors and information given when registering for
AP classes. The researchers found there were disparities in the enrollment of
disadvantaged students in AP and Dual Credit courses, as there were fewer
disadvantaged students registered in these classes. These courses allowed the
rigor of college in a supportive high school environment, creating an inequity for
disadvantaged students in those high schools by not being exposed to the
increased rigor and expectations of collegiate level classes in high school.
Enrollment in those courses was not the only disparity uncovered by the
researchers; Welton and Martinez (2014) also found the expectations for students
in AP and regular classes were different in the academic work load and teacher
instructional commitment. Students found the disparities unsettling, stating, “I
take a lot of dual enrollment classes so teachers are more into the work and
they’re more focused” (Welton & Martinez, 2014, p. 209). Reddick et al. (2011)
discussed the impact of capital increases the necessity of high schools to offer
supports to disadvantaged students as they lack capital which influences their
ability to access college.
The educational inequities of college access that plague disadvantaged
students in high school transformed to inequities in the accessing of social capital
in college. Walpole (2003) used data from a longitudinal study to measure the
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effects of social class on educational attainment and amount of cultural capital.
Walpole (2003) found attending college does not indicate students from low SES
backgrounds have risen to an equal economic or social level as their peers from
higher SES backgrounds. Walpole (2003) found students from low SES
backgrounds do not accumulate cultural capital in college at the same rate as their
higher SES peers, which can keep them at a disadvantage even with a
post-secondary education. One of the findings highlighted in Walpole’s (2003)
research was students from low SES backgrounds do not involve themselves on
campus or interact with professors, which supports the previous discussion about
the research on lack of social capital. Disadvantaged students from low SES
backgrounds needed support programs that help them cultivate capital in college
to utilize academic, financial, and social resources to their benefit.
Research on social capital in high school focused on increasing college
access for all students through intentional planning by all stakeholders in the high
school; however, research on social capital in college concentrates on a variety of
best practices to retain disadvantaged students in college (Strand, 2013). Some of
these best practices were uncovered through two grants gifted to colleges and
universities by the Walmart Foundation specifically to target the recruitment,
retention, and academic success of first-generation college students (Strand,
2013). The administration at the colleges and universities tried to combat the
most common problems first-generation students encounter through connections
on campus, academic preparedness, and financial strains (Strand, 2013). Strand
(2013) found there were two specific best practices—developing programs to
meet students’ diverse needs and the use of mentors—that emerged to help retain
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first-generation students. Colleges in this study intentionally created programs
that ensured students knew the extent of the resources available to them while
also emphasizing that seeking help is not a sign of weakness. This idea was
supported by the findings of Welton and Martinez (2014), explaining the policies
and practices of schools can decapitalize students of color of their cultural and
social assets. By intentionally meeting students where they are with programs
that emphasize and increase their capital, colleges created bridge programs to ease
the academic and social transitions for first-generation students throughout the
school year (Strand, 2013).
Another best practice found in the Strand (2013) research was the impact
of mentoring, also found by Ecklund (2013) in a study of first-generation students
at Christian universities. Ecklund’s (2013) qualitative study consisted of
interviews and focus groups with students attending a Christian university with
the intention of recording the problems and student recommendations for
improvement. Ecklund (2013) found themes that emerged surrounding the access
or lack of access to mentoring for first-generation students. Students reported
fears about biases and stereotypes being applied to them as well as a positive
value of faculty who reached out to them for a mentoring relationship (Ecklund,
2013). Ecklund (2013) suggested first-generation students might not have the
knowledge of capital to initiate a mentoring relationship and would need
encouragement to build relationship with faculty. Strand’s (2013) research
supported this finding by suggesting colleges create a structured mentoring
program.
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Strand (2013) suggested mentors for first-generation students should be
people who have been first-generation students themselves, who engage in
ongoing contact and communication, and who participate in training and clear
guidelines. Elizabethtown College in Pennsylvania intentionally placed
first-generation students in their Momentum program that offers two-tiered
support by requiring students to meet with a Momentum advisor, as well as
meeting with an upper-class peer mentor (Strand, 2013). This program increased
Elizabethtown College’s first-generation student retention to 90% (Strand, 2013).
Elizabethtown College’s administrators designed a program that increased
minority and disadvantaged students’ social capital by providing the students
well-trained mentors who have first-hand experience with the barriers minority
and disadvantaged students face in college.
Ashtiani and Feliciano’s (2018) research confirmed the need for mentors
to increase the success of disadvantaged youth in college. The researchers
conducted a quantitative study that examined the data from three different
longitudinal surveys to assess how mobilized forms of social capital, such as
mentoring, impacted a disadvantaged youth’s access and success in college.
Ashtiani and Feliciano (2018) found mentoring was important for disadvantaged
students’ success in post-secondary education. Fruiht and Wray-Lake (2012)
built upon the idea of mentoring and examined the mentor type and timing that
was most beneficial. The researchers found informal mentors, meaning mentors
who students select on their own as opposed to a structured program, had a
positive impact on educational attainment and achievement (Fruiht & Wray-Lake,
2012). The most common type of informal mentoring relationship developed
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during high school by disadvantaged youth was school-based mentors in the form
of a teacher or counselor. This confirmed previous research that suggested school
capital was the most readily available to low-income students. Fruiht and
Wray-Lake (2012) also investigated the most prevalent mentor type after high
school and found it was a community-based natural mentor. Community-based
mentors were able to offer support to students as they navigated the
post-secondary and professional world relying on first-hand experience. Fruiht
and Wray-Lake (2012) found mentoring relationships at all points in an
adolescent’s life was impactful to educational attainment.
Mentoring
DuBois and Silverthorn (2005) substantiated the research on the impact of
mentors on academic achievement by examining the characteristics of successful
mentoring relationships. The researchers took data from the National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health), which had sampled high
school students from across the United States in 1998 and 2003. The researchers
examined the data from the Add Health study and created their sample of 2,323
respondents who answered they had a mentoring relationship with an adult
outside of their parents or step-parents (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005). The
researchers’ first finding was mentors outside the family were associated with
positive outcomes in education and physical health (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005).
Adults with professional and educational experience had the ability to link
disadvantaged students with professionals and outside resources relating to
education making it a beneficial characteristic for a mentor. Another
characteristic found to be important for educational success was the frequency
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and type of contact between the mentor and mentee (DuBois & Silverthorn,
2005). This characteristic became important as it was a prelude to the closeness
of the relationship, which was a strong predictor of success in education. DuBois
and Silverthorn (2005) proved not only the presence of mentors but also the
characteristics of those relationships predicted success for disadvantaged youth.
Previous research discussion had proven disadvantaged students lack social
capital and mentoring relationships encourage academic success.
Jacobi (1991) introduced concerns about mentoring research due to the
lack of a concise definition of mentoring and the undefined link between
mentoring and academic success. Jacobi (1991) found researchers disagree on the
effectiveness of formal mentoring where mentors are assigned as opposed to a
naturally occurring mentoring relationship. Talbert (2012) confirmed the
importance of a mentor for entering freshman to provide coaching and guidance
throughout the academic process. Talbert (2012) reinforced the necessity that
disadvantaged students have support systems, such as mentors, to help them
overcome the educational, social, and financial barriers that would prevent them
from finishing their selected degree program.
Cornelius, Wood, and Lai (2016) examined three design features of formal
mentoring programs (i.e., matching process, training and orientation, and
interaction frequency) to determine the program’s success. Cornelius et al. (2016)
highlighted the research gap in higher education research by looking at the
first-year transition to college as opposed to the transition from college to the
workforce. The researchers found the matching process in a formal mentoring
program is pivotal by allowing students to have a decision in selecting their
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mentor (Cornelius et al., 2016). The researchers suggested it is not just a question
of if there is a mentor but how the mentoring relationship is set up and established
(Cornelius et al., 2016). The researchers continued to define a mentoring program
through the establishment of training and orientation for both mentors and
mentees as well as standards for the frequency of interaction between the mentor
and mentee (Cornelius et al., 2016). Face-to-face orientations and training
sessions were important in the successful integration of the student into collegiate
academic and social life (Cornelius et al., 2016). Jacobi (1991) also emphasized
the ability for mentors to promote belonging, which increased the socialization of
students on the college campus.
Jacobi (1991) articulated the lack of research on the connection between
mentoring and academic success in undergraduate education, as most research
into mentoring relationships had been at the graduate level and not at the
transitional undergraduate educational level (Jacobi, 1991). Cornelius et al.
(2016) addressed this in the formal mentoring research with first-year students at
a university. The researchers examined the structure of the formal mentoring
relationship and found more meetings between the mentor and mentee cultivated
a positive mentoring relationship leading to social and academic integration of
college life (Cornelius et al., 2016). Jacobi (1991) emphasized undergraduate
formal mentoring programs must continue to be examined to determine their
effectiveness while also clarifying the definition of a mentor and the link between
mentoring and academic success for all students.
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Due to the consistent debate on the definition of mentoring depending
which field is researched, Shandley (1989) provided a working definition of
mentoring:
First, it is an intentional process of interaction between at least two
individuals . . . Second, mentoring is a nurturing process that fosters the
growth and development of the protégé . . . Third, mentoring is an
insightful process in which the wisdom of the mentor is acquired and
applied by the protégé . . . Fourth, mentoring is a supportive, often
protective process. (p. 60)
This definition was through Thomas (2001), who studied the patterns of whites’
and minorities’ advancement in United States corporations. Thomas (2001) found
the minorities who advanced the furthest shared the characteristic of having a
network of mentors who nurtured their professional growth. Thomas (2001)
claimed mentors have to take responsibility for all the roles they play while also
being sensitive to the challenges the mentee faces due to their race. Cornelius et
al. (2016) confirmed mentoring programs have to be intentional in design in
matching mentors and mentees, include training and orientation, and monitoring
the frequency of interactions. The research on mentoring programs led to
determining successful characteristics of mentors that increase student
achievement through acquiring social capital.
Matching mentors with mentees. Cornelius et al. (2016) reinforced that
mentoring programs need to be purposeful in matching mentors with mentees.
According to Thomas (2001), mentors had to overcome obstacles to develop
personal connections especially in situations of cross-race mentoring. The
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matching process was more effective when both parties see parts of themselves in
the other person, which will cultivate a close mentoring relationship (Thomas,
2001). Talbert (2012) confirmed this finding in a study about organization of a
mentoring program for freshman and transferring students; Talbert suggested
mentors have the ability to guide students through every step of the process and
are allowed to do so because of their close relationship. Through using other
students who are of similar age and race, the mentoring relationship was effective
as it gave minority students a support system to navigate their first year in college
(Talbert, 2012). Douglass, Smith, and Smith (2013) also discussed the impact of
the mentors and mentees having a close interpersonal relationship as an important
characteristic of a mentoring program. The researchers examined a peer
mentoring program and found students were more comfortable with going to their
mentor as an alternative to their professor for help (Douglass et al., 2013).
The research on mentoring programs has focused on the characteristics of
mentors when being matched with a mentee; however, the research failed to
address the characteristics that are necessary for the mentee to ensure a successful
relationship. Black and Taylor (2018) investigated the mentee by looking at how
the language of mentoring programs addressed the mentee as opposed to the
mentor. The researchers discussed the importance of a mentee bringing his own
experiences to the relationship, especially if the mentee’s background differs from
the mentor (Black & Taylor, 2018). Black and Taylor (2018) found at most of the
public, four-year universities in their study, the universities did not address the
mentee as much as they addressed the mentor, and if the mentee was mentioned it
was to lay out the expectations for participating in the program. The researchers
29

also found many mentoring program websites did not even offer an online
application to become a mentee (Black & Taylor, 2018). The lack of academic,
social, or emotional prerequisites or expectations for the mentees called into
question the mentee’s ability to be mentored, which could impact the success of
the mentoring relationship and program (Black & Taylor, 2018).
Training and orientation. Cornelius et al. (2016) established mentors
must be exposed to high quality training, either face-to-face or online, to prepare
them to meet the needs of the students they mentor. Thomas (2001) found, to
help minorities successfully navigate the business world, mentors needed to be
trained. The training would help mentors, particularly cross-race mentors, use
intentional strategies to overcome existing racial barriers. Strand’s (2013)
research supported the need for mentors to be trained, have clear guidelines, and
receive ongoing support. Strand (2013) found Guilford College’s mentoring
program required the mentor to attend a training program, submit references, and
utilize the mentor training manual to help first-generation adult students. Mentor
training was also essential to Heritage University’s mentoring program and
required mentors to attend a three-hour mentor orientation (Strand, 2013).
Successful mentor training increased the reenrollment rate and cumulative grade
point average of the mentees in the program with appropriately trained mentors
(Strand, 2013).
Interactions with mentees. Thomas (2001) found successful minorities
had strong mentors or sponsors who helped them develop professionally and gain
social capital through networking. The type and frequency of interactions
between a mentor and mentee directly impacted the development of positive
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mentoring relationships (Cornelius et al., 2016). Douglass et al. (2013) surveyed
13 mentors and 370 mentees in an undergraduate peer mentor program at a large
southwest university to determine what characteristics were important in a peer
mentor. The researchers used descriptive statistics to analyze the data; the lower
the mean, the more importance the participants placed on the characteristic.
Students and mentors ranked knowledge and communication as important
characteristics in a peer mentor; however, the students ranked availability higher
than the peer mentors reinforcing the necessity for frequent interactions in the
mentoring relationship (Douglass et al., 2013). Research was limited in
determining the guidelines of the type and frequency of the interactions to create a
successful mentoring program because time alone does not create successful
relationship without the addition of the other characteristics.
Tennessee Promise Mentoring Program
Beginning with the class of 2015, high school graduates in the state of
Tennessee were eligible to apply for a last dollar scholarship to a two-year college
or trade school through the Tennessee Promise Program (About Tennessee
Promise, n.d.). The scholarship covered the cost of tuition and mandatory fees
not covered by other federal, state, or local financial means. The Tennessee
Promise program was designed to remove the financial burden for all students
while also adding in community service requirements, collegiate grade point
average requirement, and a mentoring piece for students as they navigate the
college process from the end of the senior year of high school to the end of their
first semester of post-secondary education (About Tennessee Promise, n.d.).
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Mentors were volunteers who ensured the students met the community
service requirements to receive the scholarship. The mentors came from the local
community and must have met the following requirements:
•

Any individual who wants to invest 10-15 hours annually assisting
5-10 high school seniors with post-secondary success;

•

Must be 21 years or older;

•

Subject to a background check. (Mentors, n.d., para. 1)

Mentors had to commit to completing a mandatory training, attending two
mentor/student meetings, and contacting students at least once every two weeks
from March through December. The Tennessee Promise website also defined an
effective mentor as the following:
Someone who makes initial contact with students before first
mentor/student team meeting, reaches out to parents/guardians if possible,
reminds students of all meeting and deadlines, attends both team meetings,
encourages students to reach their potential, plays an active role in
eliminating barriers associated with post-secondary access and success,
assists students with community service opportunities, and lessons the
post-secondary intimidation factor by sharing personal experiences.
(Mentors, n.d., para. 3)
Although the requirements for a mentor were established, there was limited
discussion about the characteristics or expectations of the mentee other than the
community service and grade point averages to maintain their scholarship. The
ambiguity in expectations of mentees and newness of the Tennessee Promise
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Scholarship program led the researcher to investigate the effectiveness of the
mentoring program.
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Chapter III: Methodology
Thomas (2001) found professionals of color who plateaued in their job
advancement received mentoring that was merely instructional as opposed to
those professionals who continued to rise in job advancement that experienced a
close, connected relationship to their mentor. Researchers concluded intentional,
purposeful mentoring relationships helped disadvantaged students navigate their
first year of college by closing the social capital gap (Cornelius et al., 2016;
Douglass et al., 2013; Jacobi, 1991; Talbert, 2012). Black and Taylor (2018)
reinforced the necessity of a mentoring relationship; however, they focused on the
mentee characteristics instead of the mentor characteristics, exposing a gap in the
literature. The researchers contended a successful mentoring relationship does
not solely depend upon the mentor but also the ability and commitment of the
mentee to be mentored (Black & Taylor, 2018). The purpose of this study was to
investigate the personal experiences of Tennessee Promise mentees concerning
the impact their mentors made on their college experience and the personal
experiences of Tennessee Promise mentors of their roles in their mentees’
experiences.
Research Design
Merriam and Tisdell (2015) suggested qualitative researchers are
concerned with examining how people experience and interpret phenomena as
compared to the investigating the cause of the events. Historically,
anthropologists and sociologists conducted qualitative research by asking
contextual questions to people to understand how they experienced their world
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). Phenomenological research was best suited for
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exploring “affective, emotional, and often intense human experiences” (Merriam
& Tisdell, 2015, p. 27). These ideas were also adopted by other disciplines such
as educators, psychologists, and social workers as qualitative research allows the
researcher to use words as data as opposed to the numbers used by quantitative
research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). The emphasis of qualitative research was to
examine the process, and not the outcome, through the perspective of the
participants and not the researcher (Maxwell, 2005; Merriam & Tisdell, 2015).
The researcher in this study used a phenomenological approach to conduct
the study of the affective human experience of mentor and mentee participation in
a mentoring program (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). The researcher of this study
investigated the perceptions of mentors and mentees of the mentoring program
because of the documented necessity of commitment by both parties to create a
successful mentoring relationship. The researcher used cross-sectional
questionnaire design to measure the attitudes and beliefs during one moment in
time (Creswell, 2012) through questionnaires for mentors and mentees of the
Tennessee Promise Mentoring Program as well as document analysis of the
Tennessee Promise Mentoring Program. The researcher used the cross-sectional
design to collect data on the attitudes and beliefs of two groups, mentors and
mentees, which enabled the researcher to compare those experiences within the
Tennessee Promise Mentoring Program.
The researcher chose to conduct a phenomenological case study using
cross-sectional questionnaires to understand the mentoring program process each
participant experienced. The researcher used the interpretation of their
experience to see how those themes aligned with the intent of the program as well
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as with the previously discussed literature on successful characteristics of a
mentoring program (Creswell, 2012). The two participant groups in the study
provided the perceptions of the mentoring program by mentees and the
perceptions of the mentoring program by the mentors.
Population of the Study
The researcher used the snowball sampling method to obtain this study’s
two participant groups, Tennessee Promise mentors and mentees. Baltar and
Brunet (2002) used snowball sampling with populations that are hard to reach
because of their low numbers or their contact information being difficult to
obtain. Of the purposeful sampling techniques, the researcher selected snowball
sampling and located participants who were either a Tennessee Promise mentee or
mentor and then asked the participants for referrals to other participants who also
met the requirements of the study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). Due to the
anonymity of the mentees and mentors creating a hard to reach population, the
researcher used virtual snowball sampling to improve the scope and sample size
of the study (Baltar & Brunet, 2012). The researcher used the combination of the
traditional snowball sampling technique and combined that with social media
(e.g., Facebook) to increase the size of the sample (Baltar & Brunet, 2012). The
researcher planned to recruit 15-45 total participants between Tennessee Promise
mentees and mentors.
The researcher’s sample consisted of two different participant groups, one
for mentees and one for mentors. The first participant group came from the
population of community college students located in the southeastern region of
the United States. The researcher gained access to the students, all over the age of
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18, through a post on Facebook recruiting participants or names of potential
participants. To avoid getting a sample of participants that only were connected
personally to the researcher, the researcher set the sharing permissions so the post
could be shared by other people via Facebook. The researcher also contacted
other educational professionals who worked with potential participants in high
school or high school support programs and had 26 Tennessee Promise mentees
answer the questionnaire. The second participant group came from the population
of Tennessee promise mentors located in the southeastern region of Tennessee.
Tennessee Promise mentors were adults who volunteered their time as mentors
but also entered in a contract of privacy and protection of their information from
outside sources. Due to the restrictions on obtaining information of Tennessee
Promise mentors, the researcher gained access to mentors through a post on
Facebook recruiting participants or names of potential participants. To avoid
getting a sample of participants who were only connected personally to the
researcher, the researcher set the sharing permissions so the post could be shared
by other people via Facebook. After sharing the Facebook post and enabling the
post to be shared by others via social media, the researcher had seven Tennessee
Promise mentors answer the questionnaire.
Data Collection
Prior to beginning the data collection, the researcher requested and
received approval from the Institutional Review Board at Lincoln Memorial
University to conduct the study. The researcher obtained the Tennessee Promise
Mentor and Mentee Handbooks from the TN Achieves website to conduct a
document analysis on the expectations of the mentoring relationship. To obtain the
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sample of mentees and mentors, the researcher used social media to solicit
participation through a post Facebook. After participants either responded to the
post or were tagged in the post, the researcher sent each person the Examination of
Tennessee Promise Mentoring email (see Appendix A). The email contained a
direct link to the questionnaire (see Appendix B and Appendix C), which included
an implied consent statement before the participants moved into the questionnaire.
The researcher printed and kept the questionnaire responses in a locked file cabinet
in the researcher’s home, accessible only by the researcher, for three years post
completion of the study.
Merriam and Tisdell (2015) claimed the purpose of qualitative research is
“to achieve an understanding of how people make sense of their lives” (p. 15).
Denscombe (2017) explained web-based questionnaires are ideal for small-scale
research. Denscombe (2017) continued by adding that questionnaires must be
designed to collect information, have a written list of questions, and gather
information by asking the participants directly. The researcher used web-based
questionnaires to reach a larger sample size of participants via the ease of an
emailed questionnaire; therefore, the data collection took place via the internet
through web-based questionnaires and document collection. To gain data that
allowed participants to make meaning of their experience, the researcher designed
questionnaires that included closed- and open-ended questions about their
experiences in the mentoring program. The interview protocol was panel
reviewed before distributed to participants. The researcher used a panel of four
high school educators, three teachers and one school counselor, who were familiar
with the Tennessee Promise Program and its components. The panel made
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comments on the questionnaires, and the researcher changed the wording of the
answers to the type of support given to the mentees to create clarity. The
researcher also collected the mentor and mentee handbooks from the program’s
website to use in conjunction with the questionnaires as a triangulation data point.
After the researcher received names of participants on the Facebook post,
the researcher contacted the mentee participants via messenger to request their
email addresses. The researcher sent the Examination of Tennessee Promise
Mentoring email (see Appendix A) that contained the secure SurveyMonkey
questionnaire link (see Appendix B) to the mentee’s email address. The
researcher included statements of implied consent on the questionnaire, which
required the participant to consent to complete the study before beginning the
questionnaire. The researcher designed the 12-question questionnaire to obtain
demographic information (e.g., minority status, first-generation student, Pell
Grant eligibility, name, and email address) to ensure the disadvantaged student
criteria was met. The researcher also designed the questionnaire to include
multiple-select and open-ended questions to collect data that were organic to each
participant through their own words as opposed to the words of the researcher.
After the researcher received names of participants on the Facebook post,
the researcher contacted the mentor participants via messenger to request their
email addresses. The researcher sent the Examination of Tennessee Promise
Mentoring email (see Appendix A) that contained the secure SurveyMonkey
questionnaire link (see Appendix C) to the mentor’s email address. The
researcher included statements of implied consent on the questionnaire, which
required the participant to consent to complete the study before beginning the
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questionnaire. The researcher designed the 12-question questionnaire to mirror
the mentee questionnaire to include demographic information (i.e., total years as a
mentor, number of mentees worked with, name, email address), multiple select,
and open-ended questions to collect authentic data.
Analytical Methods
Creswell (2014) stated analyzing the data is “segmenting and taking apart
the data as well as putting it back together” (p. 195). The researcher used the
Creswell’s (2014) interactive six-step process for data analysis of organize and
prepare data, read the data, code the data, use coding to identify themes, connect
the themes through a narrative, and make an interpretation of the findings.
Creswell (2012) also discussed the qualitative data analysis process is “iterative as
the researcher cycles back and forth between data collection and analysis”
(p. 238). The researcher collected the data from the questionnaires and began the
process of analyzing the data according to Creswell (2014).
The researcher obtained the Tennessee Promise Program mentee and
mentor handbooks and analyzed them to determine the program’s stated
expectations for the mentor-mentee relationship. The researcher annotated the
documents and highlighted repeated words and phrases to create open codes. The
researcher then developed axial codes on the second iteration based off the open
codes. Lastly, the researcher then identified selective codes, or broad themes,
based on the axial codes to determine the expectations for the mentor-mentee
relationship. This qualitative process was repeated by the researcher to analyze
the data from the mentee questionnaires to create open and axial codes to develop
broad themes around the mentees perceptions of the mentor-mentee relationship.
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The process was repeated a final time by the researcher to analyze the data from
the mentor questionnaire to develop broad themes around the mentors’
perceptions of the mentor-mentee relationship.
Reliability and Validity
Creswell (2014) defined validity as the researcher checking for accuracy
of the findings and reliability as the consistency of the researcher’s approach. In
qualitative research, the biggest threat to validity was the researcher, which was
why the researcher incorporated validity strategies such as triangulation
(Creswell, 2014). The researcher used the questionnaires and document analysis
of the Tennessee Promise Program manuals to develop themes across multiple
data sources which increased the validity of this study (Creswell, 2014). Since
the researcher did not conduct interviews, the researcher avoided a validity threat
in the accuracy of the interview data transcription increasing the validity of the
data collection (Tilley, 2003).
The use of the web-based questionnaire as the data collection instrument
was proven reliable since the questionnaire process was consistently applied
through a direct link to the participant’s email. The questionnaire was also
created on a secure web-based survey website that required a username and
password to access the results addressing any potential security issues with the
questionnaire.
Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations were potential gaps in the research that were identified by the
researcher and usually out of the researcher’s control (Creswell, 2012). The first
limitation of this study was the questionnaire as the data collection instrument as
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it potentially restricted the candid nature of the participants with them having to
interpret the questions without the chance to ask clarifying questions. Another
limitation of this study existed in the sample due to conducting the research
through virtual snowball sampling. This initially limited the sample to the social
media presence of the researcher; however, the researcher allowed for the
Facebook post to be shared by other people, which broadened the scope of
potential participants beyond just the digital footprint of the researcher.
Delimitations were characteristics chosen by the researcher that define the
limits of the research (Simon, 2011). A delimitation of the study was that the
researcher chose to interview students who participated in the Tennessee Promise
Program. This forced the researcher to rely on the students remembering the
interactions from their participation in the program that included the mentor. This
also allowed the researcher to see if the relationship had persisted or will persist
beyond the prescribed amount of time required by the Tennessee Promise
Program dependent on where the participants were in the program. This allowed
the researcher to gain perspective on the quality of relationship built by the
mentor and mentee. Another delimitation was the questionnaires did not allow
for the researcher or participants to ask clarifying questions. This strictly
prohibited the back and forth conversation between the researcher and
participants, potentially limiting clarity about their perceptions of the mentoring
relationship.
Assumptions and Biases of the Study
The study existed because of research assumptions outside the control of
the researcher and assumed to be true; otherwise the researcher could not have
42

proceeded (Simon, 2011). The researcher identified three assumptions throughout
the design of this research. The first assumption made by the researcher was the
training provided to mentors was equal for each mentor regardless of their
location or type of training they participated. The researcher was also a former
high school teacher in a high poverty, minority-majority school and was aware of
the lack of social capital and importance of high-quality mentor relationships for
disadvantaged students to succeed in college. This was also the motivation for
this study, which created a potential bias and investment in the study’s findings.
The researcher would also have been characterized as a disadvantaged student in
high school, which has created a passion for the importance of social capital and
its effects on college success. This bias was mitigated by the researcher’s strictly
adhering to Creswell’s (2014) six-step data collection process combined with
triangulation of the data to assure the analysis was without personal bias.
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Chapter IV: Analyses and Results
The existing literature surrounding mentoring has focused on the training
received by both mentors and mentees as well as the frequency and type of
interactions between them (Cornelius et al., 2016). Black and Taylor (2018)
examined the mentoring relationship through the mentee perspective, which filled
a gap in the mentoring literature. To further explore the mentoring relationship,
the researcher conducted data collection regarding the mentoring relationship
from the mentor and mentee perspective. The researcher used two different
questionnaires, one for mentors and one for mentees, that consisted of open- and
closed-ended questions to collect organic data in participants’ own words. After
recruiting participants through Facebook posts, the researcher emailed the
participants with information about the study and the direct link to the
questionnaire. As participants completed the questionnaires, the researcher
analyzed the data to look for saturation of the data. This happened after 26
mentees completed the questionnaires and after seven mentors completed the
questionnaires.
Data Analysis
The researcher analyzed the data according to Creswell’s (2014) six-step
process and used open, axial, and selective coding to form and connect themes
found in the data. The researcher found themes and then compared them to the
mentoring relationship expectations from the Tennessee Promise Program mentor
and mentee handbooks. Of the respondents to the mentee questionnaire, 13 of the
26 respondents met the criteria of a disadvantaged student, as defined by the
researcher for this study, identifying as at least one of the following:
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first-generation college student, eligible to receive the Pell Grant, or racial or
ethnic minority. Of the mentee respondents who met the disadvantaged student
criteria, nine identified as a first-generation college student, eight identified as
eligible to receive the Pell Grant, and three identified as a racial or ethnic minority.
Of the seven mentors who responded to the questionnaire, three had been a mentor
for two years or less, three had been a mentor for three years, and one had been a
mentor for four years. The researcher then analyzed each questionnaire using
open, axial, and selective coding by using a separate document to organize the data
into themes. The researcher then used the data to answer the three research
questions.
Research Questions
Research question 1. According to the document analysis of the
Tennessee Promise Program mentor and mentee handbooks, what are the
mentoring relationship expectations for the mentor and mentee?
The researcher obtained the Class of 2019 Tennessee Promise Program
mentee and mentor handbooks from the TN Achieves website (Tennessee
Promise Mentor Handbook, 2019; Tennessee Promise Student Handbook, 2019).
The researcher first analyzed the mentee handbook to look for established
requirements of each mentee in the Tennessee Promise Program. The mentee
handbook focused on the requirements necessary to remain eligible for the
scholarship such as filing the Free Application for Federal Student Aid, attending
mandatory meetings, and taking advantage of their assigned volunteer mentor.
The mentee handbook disseminated information about the program and the
responsibilities of the mentee. The researcher conducted open coding on the
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mentee handbook and found six open codes of instruction-based, requirements,
communication, responsibility, checklists, policies, and training (see Figure 1).

Open Coding: Instuctionbased, Requirements,
Communication,
Responsibility, Checklists,
Policies, Training

Axial Coding:
Informational,
Communication, Eligibility

Selective Coding/Themes:
Communication,
Information-based

Figure 1. Coding for the Tennessee Promise Program Mentor and Mentee
handbooks.
The researcher then conducted axial coding and identified three axial
codes (see Figure 1). The researcher organized the open codes of policies,
informational, and checklists as the axial code informational. The researcher
combined communication and responsibilities into the axial code of
communication. The researcher developed the third axial code eligibility from
responsibilities and training. From this coding process, the researcher identified
two broad themes of communication and information-based (see Figure 1).
After analyzing the Tennessee Promise Program mentee handbook, the
researcher examined the Tennessee Promise Program mentor handbook. The
researcher found the mentors were given the same handbook as the mentees with
additional tips on how to communicate and build relationships with mentees. The
researcher added this additional information into the already existing broad theme
of communication from the mentee handbook.
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The Tennessee Promise Mentee and Mentor handbooks identified
communication as an expectation of the mentoring relationship between the
mentor and mentee. Communication expectations were included in the welcome
letters of both the mentee and mentor handbooks. The mentee handbook
reinforced it was the mentee’s responsibility to take advantage of the assigned
mentor while also giving examples of the types of communication to expect from
the mentor. The mentor handbook also reinforced communicating with mentees
about meeting deadlines by making contact at least twice a month. The mentor
handbook added additional information on how to personalize the communication
with the mentee to gain increased engagement and build a relationship with the
mentee; however, neither handbook discussed communication between the
mentor and mentee as a requirement to maintain the scholarship other than the
two required meetings. The Tennessee Promise Mentoring recruitment poster
(see Figure 2) broke down the communication requirement with mentees into a
total of 12 hours over the course of eight months.
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Figure 2. Poster for Tennessee Promise Program mentor recruitment.
The Tennessee Promise Mentee and Mentor handbooks identified
information-based as an expectation of the mentoring relationship between the
mentor and mentee. Both the mentee and mentor handbooks were focused on the
crux of the relationship between a mentee and mentor being to help the mentee
remain eligible for the scholarship throughout the relationship. From the
introduction of the mentee to the mentor in the spring of the senior year of high
school through the end of the first semester of college, the mentor’s responsibility
was to remind the mentee of the information they needed to know to remain
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eligible. The context of the communication between the mentor and mentee was
to disseminate the information they needed to retain eligibility through the end of
their first semester of college.
Research question 2. As determined by responses to the questionnaire,
what are the Tennessee Promise Scholarship mentees’ perceptions of the
relationship of the assigned mentors?
The researcher used a mentee-specific questionnaire to collect data that
allowed the mentees to select type and frequency of communication with their
mentors while also using their own words to describe the relationship with their
assigned mentor. The researcher used the respondent number as the pseudonym
for the mentees throughout the data analysis. To analyze the type of
communication between the mentee and mentor, the researcher analyzed question
two from the mentee questionnaire (see Figure 3). Mentees identified four types
of communication types including face-to-face meeting, phone call, text message,
and email. Mentees were able to select multiple ways of communication, and
surprisingly only seven mentees selected face-to-face meeting with only two
face-to-face meetings as required communication.
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Figure 3. Types of mentor communication with mentees.
To analyze the frequency of communication between the mentees and mentor, the
researcher analyzed data from question three of the mentee questionnaire (see
Figure 4). Nine mentees responded they communicated with the mentor less than
twice a month, which is less than the mentor required once every two weeks.
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Figure 4. Frequency of mentor communication with mentees.
The researcher also analyzed question four from the mentee questionnaire to
indicate the type of support received from the assigned mentor (see Figure 5).
The data confirmed type of support most received by the assigned mentor was
meeting Tennessee Promise scholarship requirements, which was identified in the
handbooks as a focus of the mentoring program.
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Figure 5. Types of mentee support received from communication with mentors.
The researcher then examined questions eight, nine, and ten of the mentee
questionnaire as they related to the perceptions the mentee had of the
mentor-mentee relationship. The researcher transferred the answers from the
mentees who identified them as disadvantaged students and organized the answers
into one document. The researcher read the responses and annotated the
document, writing in the margins and making notes of repeated words and phrases
(see Figure 6).
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Data Samples (Mentee
Question 8)

Data Samples (Mentee
Question 9)

Data Samples (Mentee
Question 10)

•"Most challenging part
was finding time to meet
them."
•"Most challenging part
was the way they have to
check up on you and how
you are doing in school."

•"Mentor kept me up to
date with upcoming
deadlines and community
service opportunities."
•"He would text me to
make sure I went to the
TN Promise meeting."

•"The mentor did not help
me through college. I do
not know if it was
because we could not
relate to each other."
•"Yes, I will continue
communication because I
feel like he has a lot more
to teach me after the
Tennessee program."

Figure 6. Example data sets used in open coding of mentee responses.
After the researcher analyzed the data, the researcher used repeated words
and phrases to begin open coding. The researcher identified five open codes from
the mentees’ responses that described the relationship with the mentor; these
included lack of communication, lack of relationship, lack of time, lack of
similarities, and helped meet deadlines (see Figure 7).
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Open Coding: lack of
communication, lack of
relationship, lack of time, lack of
similarities, helped meet deadlines

Axial Coding:
Communication
difficulties,
Relationship deficient,
Informational

Selective
Coding/Themes:
Connection difficulties,
Information-based

Figure 7. Coding for the data from the mentee questionnaire.
The researcher created the lack of communication code, as 54% of the
respondents mentioned a lack of communication as a characteristic of their
mentee-mentor relationship. One respondent stated, “I don’t believe that I’ll have
communication with my mentor after the Tennessee Promise Program closes
because I don’t think we communicated enough to have established a close
relationship concerning school plans” (Mentee #3). Mentee #5 stated, “We did
not have any problems, because my mentor was not there. Meeting my mentor
was the most challenging part.” The lack of relationship code developed after
46% of the participants responded that was a characteristic of their relationship
with the mentor. “I only seen my mentor once in the TN promise meeting
everyone had to go to. Other than that I know hardly anything about her”
(Mentee #21). Mentee #3 stated, “I didn’t get to know my mentor and no
relationship was established.”
The researcher coded lack of time as a characteristic of the mentee-mentor
relationship after it was mentioned in 23% of the responses such as, “The most
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challenging part was actually finding time to meet them” (Mentee #8). The
researcher developed the open code lack of similarities, as 69% of the respondents
answered they did not have enough information to determine how they were
matched or were similar to their mentor. The last open code of helped meet
deadlines, cited in 62% of responses, was determined by analyzing quotes such
as, “They do check up on you and ask about your classes and grades whereas my
parents don’t even do that” (Mentee #17). Mentee #11 added, “She kept me
updated throughout the semester.” The researcher combined the open codes of
lack of communication and lack of time into the axial code of communication
difficulties. The second axial code of relationship deficient was created by
combining the open codes of lack of relationship and lack of similarities. The
axial code of informational contained the open code of helped meet deadlines to
form the last axial code to describe the mentee-mentor relationship. From this
coding process, the researcher identified two broad themes of connection
difficulties and information-based (see Figure 7).
Mentees used connection difficulties to characterize their relationship
with their assigned Tennessee Promise mentor. After continued analysis of the
open response questions combined with the responses to question seven
surrounding the similarities of the mentee and mentor, the researcher identified
two themes that defined the mentor-mentee relationship from the mentee
perspective. The researcher labeled the first theme from the data analysis as
connection difficulties. This theme was comprised of four open codes (i.e., lack
of communication, lack of time, lack of relationship, and lack of similarities) and
two axial codes (i.e., communication difficulties and relationship deficient)
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identified from open-ended questions eight, nine, and ten. It was also combined
with close-ended question seven from the questionnaire that asked mentees to
determine ways in which they were matched or were similar to the mentor.
Mentees used information-based to characterize their relationship with
their assigned Tennessee Promise mentor. The researcher chose
information-based as the last theme to define the mentee-mentor relationship from
the mentee-perspective. This theme was comprised of the open code helped meet
deadlines, as it was cited in 62% of the responses. This theme was also
developed from the informational axial code, as it was seen in the data analysis
that when communication was evident it was information-based to meet the
deadlines to remain eligible for the scholarship.
Research question 3. As determined by responses to the questionnaire,
what are the Tennessee Promise Scholarship mentors’ perceptions of the
relationship with the assigned mentees?
The researcher used a mentor-specific questionnaire to collect data that
allowed the mentors to select type and frequency of communication with their
mentees, while also using their own words to describe the relationship with their
assigned mentee. The researcher used the respondent number as the pseudonym
for the mentors throughout the data analysis. To analyze the type of
communication between the mentee and mentor, the researcher analyzed question
two from the mentor questionnaire (see Figure 8). Mentors identified four types
of communication they used with their mentees including face-to-face meeting,
phone call, text, and email (see Figure 8). Mentors were able to select multiple
modes of communication, and the data revealed 100% of the mentors used text
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messages as a form of communication as compared to 86% of mentors using
face-to-face meetings.

Figure 8. Types of mentor-initiated contact with mentees.
To analyze the frequency of communication between the mentee and
mentor, the researcher analyzed question three from the mentor questionnaire (see
Figure 9). 71% of mentors responded they communicated with their mentee less
than twice a month, which is below the requirements set by the Tennessee
Promise Program.

Figure 9. Frequency of mentor-initiated contact with mentees.
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The researcher also analyzed question four from the mentor questionnaire to
determine the type of support the mentors reported giving to mentees throughout
the program (see Figure 10). The data confirmed there were three areas in which
mentors offered the most support, with 86% of mentors reporting they helped
mentees with community service, meeting Tennessee Promise scholarship
requirements, and long- and short-term goal setting. This data aligned with the
stated focus of the program in the Tennessee Promise mentor handbook as the
stated focus of the program.

Figure 10. Types of support offered by mentors in communication with mentees.
The researcher then examined question eight, nine, and ten of the mentor
questionnaire, as they related to the perceptions the mentor had of the
mentor-mentee relationship and the preparation they received through their
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training. The researcher transferred the answers from the mentors and grouped
them into one document (see Figure 10).

Data Samples (Mentor Question
8)

Data Samples (Mentor Question
9)

Data Samples (Mentor Question
10)

•"Most mentees did not respond
to attempts to contact them via
text or email. They seemed to
not be interested in help from
an assigned mentor."
•"It was hard getting through to
the kids and breaking down
racial, financial, and age
barriers."

•"Being able to ensure students
met deadlines and being
available to answer questions."
•"I enjoyed meeting my mentees
at the structured meetings and
completing the goal setting
exercise with them."
•"Knowing that you helped a
young person change their
family tree."

•"I work in higher ed so I feel like
I knew what was going on
anyway, but trainings were
focused on a brief overview of
the process.It was adequate for
the type of mentoring they
wanted you to do, which was
not very in-depth as far as
relationships."
•"I was prepared because I have
the handbook and can easily
communicate with anyone
above me in the organization."

Figure 11. Example data sets used in open coding of mentor responses.
The researcher read the responses and annotated the document, writing in the
margins and making notes of repeated words and phrases. After the researcher
analyzed the data, the researcher used repeated words and phrases to begin open
coding. The researcher identified four open codes after analyzing the mentors’
responses about their relationships with mentees that included lack of
preparedness, lack of mentee engagement, trouble-shooting issues, and lack of
similarities (see Figure 12).

Open Coding: Lack of
Preparedness, Lack of Mentee
Engagement, Trouble-Shooting
Issues, Lack of Similarities

Axial Coding:
Insufficient Training,
Go-Between,
Communication
Barriers

Selective
Coding/Themes:
Information Hub,
Overwhelming
Barriers

Figure 12. Coding for the data from the mentor questionnaire.
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The researcher developed the lack of preparedness code, as 57% of mentors cited
a lack of preparedness as a characteristic of their mentor-mentee relationship.
Mentor #5 stated, “I did not feel prepared as I think that being a mentor that is
helpful to the mentee takes much more time than the trainers indicated.”
Mentor #7 stated:
I think they addressed some of the unforeseen issues that most people who
don’t work with teenagers (especially students who will be first-generation
college students) don’t think about. However, I don’t know that enough
training is given on ways to interact/scenarios that might arise.
The lack of mentee engagement code developed after 86% of mentors responded
to struggle with mentee engagement. Mentor #1 claimed, “Limited face-to-face
opportunities to build relationship. Engagement dependent on mentee.” This was
supported by Mentor #6 who stated, “Hard getting through to the kids and
breaking down racial, financial, and age barriers.”
The trouble-shooting issues open code was born out of 71% of
respondents mentioning the focus of their relationship was being able to
trouble-shoot issues. The researcher analyzed quotes such as, “Having a person to
ask logistical questions to about the process because a lot of the students didn’t
have parents who had the knowledge to answer those questions” (Mentor #7).
Mentor #1 also stated, “Being able to ensure students met deadlines and being
available to answer questions.” The last open code of lack of similarities was
derived from analyzing question seven, with 100% of the mentors responding
they did not have enough information to determine if they were matched or
similar to their mentee. The researcher developed three axial codes after
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analyzing the data and open codes. The first axial code of insufficient training
was created from open code lack of preparedness. The second axial code of
go-between was derived from the open code trouble-shooting issues. The
researcher then combined the open codes of lack of mentee engagement and lack
of similarities and created the final axial code of communication barriers.
Mentors used information hub to characterize their relationship with
their assigned Tennessee Promise mentees. After continued analysis of the open
response questions eight, nine, and ten combined with the closed response
question seven, the researcher identified two themes that defined the
mentor-mentee relationship from the mentor perspective. The researcher labeled
the first theme after the data analysis information hub. This theme is comprised
of the open code trouble-shooting issues that 71% of mentors cited as a
characteristic of their relationship with their mentee. This theme also included the
go-between axial code as mentors responded their communication was centered
on answering mentee questions surrounding the requirements and deadlines.
Mentors used overwhelming barriers to characterize their relationship
with their assigned Tennessee Promise mentees. The researcher chose
overwhelming barriers as the second major theme characterizing the
mentor-mentee relationship from the mentor perspective. This theme was
comprised of the three open codes (i.e., lack of preparedness, lack of engagement,
and lack of similarities) and two axial codes (i.e., insufficient training and
communication barriers) identified from open-ended questions eight, nine, and
ten. It was also derived from closed-ended question seven from the questionnaire
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that asked mentors to determine how they were matched or similar to their
mentee.
Summary of Results
The researcher answered each research question by analyzing the data to
create open codes, axial codes, and general themes. The themes characterized the
feelings, expectations, and perceptions as stated within the Tennessee Promise
Program handbooks and responses provided by the participants. The researcher
revealed similarities and differences after analyzing three sources of data, which
included the Tennessee Promise Program mentee and mentor handbooks, mentee
participant questionnaires, and mentor participant questionnaires. The researcher’s
axial codes revealed communication as a common characteristic of the
mentor-mentee relationship for all three sources after analyzing the handbooks,
mentee, and mentor questionnaires; however, the mentee and mentors cited the
lack of communication in their responses. Another commonality across all three
sources of data was seen in the definition of the mentor-mentee relationship as an
informational resource. Mentors exclusively felt insufficient training was an
important characteristic in their definition of the mentor-mentee relationship,
whereas mentees exclusively felt the lack of time characterized their definition of
the mentor-mentee relationship.
Information continued to be a consistent theme across all the sources and
research questions. The information-based theme was consistently mentioned as a
characteristic of the mentor-mentee relationship by the handbooks, mentees, and
mentors. Communication was also a consistent theme but was perceived
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negatively by the mentees and mentors as they experienced a lack of
communication in the mentor-mentee relationship.
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Chapter V: Conclusions and Recommendations
At the time of this study, the Tennessee Promise Program had been
available to graduating high school students beginning with the class of 2015.
The program aimed to increase enrollment by eliminating financial barriers
through a last dollar scholarship combined with mentoring and community service
requirements (About Tennessee Promise, n.d.). Using a social capital framework,
the researcher identified the mentoring piece of the Tennessee Promise Program
to investigate the perceptions of the mentoring relationship from both the mentor
and mentee perspectives. Previous researchers have identified characteristics of
mentoring programs that are important in researching to help guide the structure
of mentoring that increases the social capital of post-secondary students in the
United States (Cornelius et al., 2016; Douglass et al., 2013; Dubois & Silverthorn,
2005; Ecklund, 2013; Jacobi, 1991; Perna & Leigh, 2018; Strand, 2013; Talbert,
2012; Thomas, 2001).
Discussion and Conclusions of the Study
The Tennessee Promise Program mentoring program attempted to pair
higher education opportunities with mentor guidance; however, the lack of
attention paid to the matching process, training for mentors and mentees, and
depth of communication requirements became detriments to the access of social
capital for disadvantaged post-secondary students. Cornelius et al. (2016) focused
on those three characteristics, as the impact those characteristics had on the
perception of the mentoring relationship from mentors and mentees alike became
evident.
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Mentoring programs should place emphasis on the matching process of
mentors and mentees to increase the depth of the mentoring relationship. The
arbitrary nature of the matching of mentors and mentees by the Tennessee
Promise Program limited the ways in which both parties felt similar to their
respective mentor or mentee. This process of assigning a support person for
disadvantaged students limited the impact a mentor could have on increasing the
access to social capital as seen in previous research (Douglass et al., 2013;
Talbert, 2012).
When examining the Tennessee Promise Mentoring Program, it appeared
there was sufficient training for the mentors in a variety of formats as well as a
handbook to help them guide the mentee through the program; however, the
training did not result in consistent relationship-building mentoring practices
across mentors. The training focused on the requirements of the program to
become an information hub for the mentees to help them keep their scholarship
eligibility. This type of mentoring does not encourage a mentoring relationship
that has the depth and personal connection to impact social capital of
disadvantaged students (Strand, 2013; Thomas, 2001).
Communication requirements for the Tennessee Promise Mentor Program
were outlined in the handbook as two face-to-face meetings and twice a month
information-based communication. The Tennessee Promise mentors used this
guide to communicate with their mentees, but only communicating with mentees
as required did not organically create a relationship with their mentee that is
necessary to impact the social capital of disadvantaged students (Douglass, 2013;
Thomas, 2001). Research is limited in determining a specific type and frequency
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of communication that is ideal due to the importance of other characteristics being
necessary for mentoring relationships.
Through this study, the researcher determined both mentors and mentees
described their mentoring relationship as relationship-deficient, evidenced by
communication struggles and the information-based nature of the training and
communication practices. The apparent lack of relationship building impacted the
perception of the mentoring relationship, which led to the struggles in
communication from both mentor and mentee perspectives. From this study, the
researcher concluded a continued absence of an authentic mentoring relationship
will limit access to social capital for post-secondary disadvantaged students.
Implications for Practice
This researcher’s current study served as a foundational study into the
mentoring aspect of the Tennessee Promise Program in the program’s first five
years of implementation. Future researchers could build upon this study by using
similar sample sizes or utilizing other interviews to compare the findings to those
from this study. The gravity of this study is important to investigate how to
increase post-secondary access to social capital for disadvantaged students.
Future studies should continue to explore access to social capital through a variety
of mentoring-based programs to add to the limited research regarding mentoring
for post-secondary students.
1. To increase the depth and level of relationship between the mentor and
mentee, increased training should be offered to help mentors overcome
overwhelming barriers to building relationships with disadvantaged students.
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Training should also focus on mentees to increase their level of engagement in the
mentoring relationship and to explain the why of their assigned mentor.
2. The Tennessee Promise Program should also consider the
requirements of the mentors and adding mentors should have a college degree as a
requirement. This could create a lack of mentors, but the Tennessee Promise
Program could also use the sophomores on campuses to fill that gap. The
sophomores could be used as peer mentors for freshmen in the Tennessee Promise
Program and could count that as fulfilling their community service requirement
for the program.
3. The expectations of the mentoring relationship should also be clarified
for mentors and mentees so increasing social capital is added as an expectation.
This would give mentees an expectation in how and why to use the mentor and
give mentors a clearer expectation on switching the purpose from
information-based to an encouraging relationship to help students maneuver
throughout college.
Recommendations for Future Research
The researcher finds it surprising in this study there was such a difference
in the responses by mentors on if their training prepared them for their role as a
mentor. Fifty-seven percent of the mentors said the training did not prepare them
to be a mentor as they concluded there needed to be more interaction to create a
relationship with the mentee to have an impact. Interestingly, in the 43% who
said training prepared them for their role, mentors also stated the most
challenging part of the mentor-mentee relationship was getting engagement from
the mentee. This leads the researcher to suggest future research should focus on
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the extent mentoring programs are training mentors to build relationships with
mentees and how that impacts the mentors’ perceptions of the mentoring
relationship.
The researcher also finds it surprising in this study the mentees and
mentors alike reported issues with building relationships with each other. This
was evident through 77% of the mentees responding they would not or were
unsure they would continue to communicate with their mentor after the year-long
program ended; however, it is also important to note the mentors reported the
most challenging part of the program was the mentees’ perceived lack of
engagement in the relationship. Future researchers should investigate the aspects
that impact the engagement of mentees, particularly in situations where they are
assigned a mentor as a requirement to retain eligibility. The focus on mentors’
responsibilities should be accompanied by exploring not only the mentees’
responsibilities but their willingness to participate in a mentoring relationship. To
further investigate the ability of the mentors and mentees, future research should
focus on a caseload of mentors and mentees. This would allow to research how
each person perceives the relationship to see if there is a disparity in the goals of
the relationship and how the relationship is perceived.
Conclusions of the Study
Disadvantaged students access social capital through their interactions
within their school communities since they potentially lack those familial social
capital connections. The increase of social capital in high schools have equalized
college access for disadvantaged students, but there are currently missed
opportunities to cultivate social capital for disadvantaged students in
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post-secondary education. As research is given to how best to create and develop
mentoring relationships for disadvantaged students at the post-secondary level,
the more those students are going to be able to use those human connections they
possess to their benefit.
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Examination of Tennessee Promise Mentoring Interest Email
Dear Tennessee Promise Program Mentor/Mentee,

My name is Tara LaRoy and I am an Ed.D. student in the Carter and
Moyers School of Education at Lincoln Memorial University. I am currently
collecting data related to the Tennessee Promise Mentoring Program from
mentors and mentees. The purpose of this research is to gain an understanding of
the mentoring program from the perspectives of the mentors and mentees.

Your participation in this research will be completely voluntary. At any
time you may choose to not provide a response, or even discontinue your
participation. If at any time you discontinue the survey, your responses will be
deleted. Responses will be private and confidential and will not include any
identifiable characteristics. Your choosing to participate or not participate will
not impact your relationship with anyone at Lincoln Memorial University or with
the Tennessee Promise Program. All identifying information will be removed if
any part of this research is made available to the public.

If you have any questions concerning this research, please contact Tara
LaRoy at XXX or tara.laroy@lmunet.edu. If you have any questions about your
rights as a subject/participant in this research, or if you feel you have been placed
at risk, you may contact Dr. Kay Paris, Chair of the Human Subjects Committee,
Institutional Review Board at 423-869-6834 or Dr. Cherie Gaines, Dissertation
Chair, at XXX. Thank you so much for considering to participate in this study.
77

If you know of any other mentors or mentees that might be interested in
participating in my research, I would appreciate your help.

Direct link to questionnaire: LINK HAS BEEN REDACTED TO REMAIN
PRIVATE

Sincerely,

Tara LaRoy
Ed.D. Candidate
Lincoln Memorial University
Carter and Moyers School of Education
Leadership and Administration
6965 Cumberland Gap Parkway
Harrogate, TN 37752
tara.laroy@lmunet.edu
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Appendix C
Tennessee Promise Mentor Questionnaire
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